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Sir: 

In regard to the restriction requirement in the Office Action of September 28, 2007, 
Applicant submits the following response. 

Deposit Account Authorization 

It is not believed that extensions of time are required, beyond those which may 
otherwise be provided for in documents accompanying this paper. However, in the event 
that additional extensions of time are necessary to allow consideration of this paper, such 
extensions are hereby petitioned under 37 C.F.R. § 1.136(a), and any fees required 
therefor are hereby authorized to be charged to our Deposit Account No. 08-2025. 



REMARKS 

This is a full and timely response to the outstanding non-final Office Action 
September 28, 2007. The Examiner has required the Applicant to elect to prosecute one 
of two "species" identified in the Office Action. In response to the election requirement, 
Applicant respectfully elects to prosecute "Species II," with traverse. 

Applicant respectfully traverses the election requirement on the basis that the two 
"species" described in relation to Figures 3 and 6 are not different species at all. Rather, 
they describe the same method, albeit at different levels of detail. Specifically, Figure 3 is 
intended as an overview of a general method (see page 10, line 9: "FIG. 3 provides an 
overview . . .") while Figure 6 describes a specific example embodiment of that general 
method. Therefore, if one wanted to identify a genus and species in the application, 
Figure 2 could be considered the genus and Figure 6 could be considered a particular 
species of that genus. 

In view of the above, it is clear that Figures 3 and 6 do not disclose alternative 
methods. Instead, they describe the same method at different levels of detail. Applicant 
therefore respectfully submits that the election requirement should be withdrawn. 

Regarding identification of claims that pertain to the elected "species," Applicant 
notes that each of the pending claims pertains to both Figures 3 and 6 given that those 
figures describe the same method. Accordingly, claims 1-34 pertain to "Species II" 
identified by the Examiner. 
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Should the Examiner have any questions regarding this Response, the Examiner 
is invited to contact Applicant's representative at (770) 933-9500. 



Respectfully submitted, 
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